
For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
 
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.
 

Get Adobe Reader Now! 

http://www.adobe.com/go/reader




From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Marguerite Carpenter
Cc: Rob Hartman; Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Paul.Ritter@deq.idaho.gov; rtpoeton@msn.com; Rock,
 Steve; Zavala, Bernie; McDonnell, Kimberlee


Subject: FMC OU Soil Pre-Final RD Comments
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 8:02:09 PM
Attachments: FMC OU Soil Pre-Final RD Comments 6-3-15 .pdf


Marguerite:
 
Attached are EPA comments on the FMC OU Soil Remedy Pre-Final Remedial Design Report,
 Remedial Action Work Plan, and Supporting Documents submitted January 21, 2015.  The attached
 comments were developed in coordination with the Shoshone Bannock Tribes and Idaho
 Department of Environmental Quality.  EPA comments on the Institutional Control Plan will be
 provided later.
 
EPA approved Drawing 1-14 of the Soil Pre-Final Remedial Design in an e-mail to you May 5, 2015. 
 That approval remains in effect.  Otherwise, the submittal is disapproved pursuant to paragraph 60
 of the 2013 Unilateral Administrative Order (UAO).  A revised Pre-Final Remedial Design Report,
 Remedial Action Work Plan, and Supporting Documents must be submitted for review consistent
 with the attached comments.
 
Resubmission must occur within 30 days unless additional time is requested, and granted by EPA. 
 However, the documents reviewed do not all need to be reprinted for resubmittal.  Revised text,
 tables, figures, and drawings can be provided separately as needed to address EPA comments. 
 Once the resubmitted information has been approved a complete reprinting can occur if necessary. 
 
Please contact me if you have any questions.  Thanks. 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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EPA REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE FMC OU SOIL REMEDY 



PRE-FINAL REMEDIAL DESIGN REPORT AND DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN 



Dated January 2015 



 



FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116 



Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site 



 



 



 



A. Comments on the Pre-Final Remedial Design Report (RDR) 



 



1. Table 2.4, Page 2-15:  Typical concentrations of soil contaminants in source materials are 



shown along with the 95th UCL of background concentrations 



a.  This table should include total phosphorous. 



b. The rationale for comparing typical source material concentrations with “background” 



levels should be included.  



c. The source(s) of information used to populate the table need to be cited and referenced. 



 



2. Section 2.3.3 and Table 2.5:   This section needs to be consistent with EPA comments of 



May 1, 2015 on the Groundwater Remedy Preliminary RD submittal.   



 



3. Site-wide Grading Material Balance 



 



Section 4.2.2 of the Pre-Final RDR discusses site-wide grading needed to minimize design 



slopes and promote appropriate surface water drainage.  Table 4.3 of the RDR presents 



estimated cut and fill volumes for each of the remediation areas (RAs).  Volumes in this table 



have been adjusted between the June 2014 and January 2015 versions of the report, and 



several concerns have been identified.   



 



a. Previous estimates suggested a net surplus of general fill in the range of 979,500 cubic 



yards, but updated numbers now indicate a general fill deficit of roughly 184,000 cubic 



yards.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should discuss the reason for estimate adjustments, 



specifically noting whether the net deficit is the result of unexpected discovery of P4 in 



soil across the RAs, and whether additional significant shortfalls are expected in available 



general fill material. 



 











b. The text of Section 4.2.2 (page 4-6) states that “if additional fill material is needed to 



achieve the design grade in any RA, that material will be cut from the valley in the center 



of RA-F.”  Given that a net deficit of 184,000 cubic yards is already anticipated, it is 



unclear why the estimated fill volume to be cut from RA-F was reduced by 



approximately 252,000 cubic yards.  FMC should reaffirm that RA-F can adequately 



provide the required general fill material.   



 



c. Section 4.2.2 states that RA-based redistribution of soil will obviate the need to use soil 



from the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA) as grading material.  However, if the net 



deficit cannot be filled using RA soils, FMC may need to expand the WUA excavation.  



Figure 4-1 of the Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) shows that only a portion of the 



WUA is currently slated for use as a borrow source.  Current estimates suggest that 2.4 



million cubic yards of soil (silt) are available at the WUA, as compared to the required 



soil volume of 1.3 million cubic yards for cap construction.  However, additional borrow 



soil may also be needed to eliminate the general fill deficit (discussed above), for 



construction of a vegetative/sacrificial erosion layer on the gamma caps (discussed in 



other comments), and/or to replace lost topsoil following erosion/storm events.  Figure 4-



1 of the RAWP suggests that a large volume of additional material may be accessible at 



the WUA.  Expand the revised Pre-Final RDR to confirm that sufficient soil is available 



at the WUA to meet these additional needs.   



 



d. The second paragraph of Section 4.2.2 on the Pre-Final RDR does not adequately cover 



disposition of surplus cut that may be generated during grading.  Although it appears that 



this scenario is unlikely, the RDR should clarify that any surplus material will be 



redistributed within RA-F as originally planned, or specify alternate plans for its 



disposition.  The RDR should also confirm that surplus fill from the RAs will not be 



incorporated into the ET or gamma caps.   



 



4. Soil Losses – ET Caps 



 



The current ET cap design calls for placement of a six-inch thick layer of topsoil atop the 24-



inch soil moisture storage layer.  The topsoil cover will be seeded and vegetated to minimize 



erosion and negative impacts on the underlying moisture storage layer.  However, Section 



5.3.3 of the Pre-Final RDR notes that the ET covers may be subjected to approximately 3.0 



inches of soil erosion over the predicted 500-year performance period.  Thus, the ET cap’s 



design thickness is not expected to be maintained in perpetuity.  To ensure maintenance of 



healthy vegetation on the ET caps, FMC should consider increasing the planned thickness of 



the topsoil layer to include an appropriate buffer.  Alternatively, the OM&M plan may be 



revised to include procedures for (1) periodically measuring topsoil thickness, (2) assessing 











the quality and quantity of vegetation on the cap, and (3) replacing topsoil as needed to 



maintain minimum cap design thicknesses. 



 



In addition to the water holding capacity of the borrow soil the contractor should consider 



agronomic factors.  Will this soil support the proposed plants at the proposed density?  



Would blending organic matter into the soil facilitate more rapid vegetation?    The 



contractor might also consider using an admixture of non-slag gravel in the final lift of the 



cover soil.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE, 2006) found this useful when building 



soil covers in arid climates both for long-term erosion control and to enhance plant growth.   



 



5. Soil Losses and Protective Layering – Gamma Cap 



 



NOTE: The comments concerning the gamma cap are assuming that the minimum 



required final design cap thickness will be 12 inches.  This issue is not yet resolved.  The 



final design cap thickness may be influenced by the findings of the Gamma Cap 



Addendum Report, which has not yet been received and reviewed by EPA, DEQ, and 



the Tribes. 



 



The erosion control methods described for the gamma cap are not sufficient to ensure that the 



protective functions of the nominal 12-inch gamma cap will not be compromised by erosion.  



FMC should ensure long-term protection of the gamma cap.  Consideration should be given 



to the installation of an additional protective soil cap on top of the nominally 12-inch thick 



gamma cap.  This would protect the gamma cap and could also provide adequate root space 



for vegetation, avoiding the need to use the gamma cap itself for root space. 



 



Section 5.5.2 of the Pre-Final RDR notes that following placement of the soil cover, the 



cover will be tilled to a depth of 6 inches in preparation for seeding.  Because the draft design 



of the gamma cap is only 12 inches thick (compacted), the 6-inch tilling represents a 



substantial fraction of the cap thickness for gamma areas.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should 



evaluate the impact of tilling and seeding on the effectiveness of the gamma cap for shielding 



gamma radiation exposures.  



 



a. Soil loss calculations (Section 5.3.3) indicate more than 4 inches erosion of the nominally 



12-inch gamma cap during the 500-year performance period.  In the case of ET caps, this 



erosion control is addressed by the addition of an extra 6 inches of soil to the ET cover 



soil.  For the gamma cap, however, short-term gamma cap erosion losses are addressed in 



Section 5.3.5 only by way of erosion control blankets.  



 



b. From the standpoint of cap design, the nominal 12-inch thick gamma cap serves a 



primary function of controlling radiation levels. The design gamma cap thickness has no 











allowance for erosion built in.  Any erosion of the nominal 12-inch shielding would 



effectively compromise the cap design and would be unacceptable.  For this reason, most 



caps designed for long-lived radioactive materials include an additional soil cover that 



either prevents erosion (e.g., rip rap) or consists of a sacrificial soil layer to help prevent 



long-term erosion of the protective layer.  The proposed erosion control blankets only 



provide slope protection for the short term. 



 



c. Conceptual cap designs usually include a “surface layer” for vegetation on top of a 



“protection layer” (EPA, 2004).  They can be the same material but serve different 



functions.  In the context of the gamma cap design, the “gamma cap” is the protection 



layer whose function is to provide shielding.  The Pre-Final RDR proposes that the 



gamma cap do double duty as both the protection and surface layers.  Given the important 



function of the gamma cap, the revised Pre-Final RDR should explain why it should not 



be covered by a separate “surface layer” whose purpose is to support vegetation and help 



minimize erosion.  



 



d. The “gamma cap” and “surface layer” have different compaction requirements.  The 



gamma cap is supposed to be compacted for shielding purposes, while the “surface layer” 



should not be compacted so as to promote vegetation.  It is unclear whether vegetating 



the shielding layer will alter its functionality.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should clarify 



this uncertainty.  “Gamma cap” thickness is dictated by shielding requirements.  “Surface 



layer” thickness is dictated by the thickness necessary to support roots in the environment 



in question (typically 0.15 to 0.45 meters for grasses). 



 



e. In addition to the water holding capacity of the borrow soil the contractor should consider 



agronomic factors.  Will this soil support the proposed plants at the proposed density?  



Would blending organic matter into the soil facilitate more rapid vegetation?    The 



contractor might also consider using an admixture of non-slag gravel in the final lift of 



the cover soil.  The U.S. Department of Energy found this useful when building soil 



covers in arid climates both for long-term erosion control and to enhance plant growth. 



 



6. Seeding 



 



Section 5.5.3 of the Pre-Final RDR indicates that reclamation seed mixture and application 



rates are provides in Table 3.7.  However, the RDR does not include such a table.  Revise the 



reference accordingly.  In addition, this section should be revised to clarify that soil cover 



seeding and mulching specifications are included in Appendix C of the RDR. 



 



 











7. Integration of ET and Gamma Caps 



 



The distinction between the robust ET caps with long-term protective layers and gamma caps 



without long-term protective layers raises concerns about consistency with regards to 



OM&M and Institutional Controls requirements.  For practical reasons it would be preferable 



for the requirements for both types of caps be similar in nature.  The revised Pre-Final RDR 



should evaluate alternatives that could be considered to reduce inconsistencies in long-term 



maintenance and requirements. 



 



B. Comments on the RDR Design Drawings 



 



1. Integration of RCRA and CERCLA Caps 



 



In previous comments, EPA has requested additional detail on how the proposed CERCLA 



caps will be integrated with the existing RCRA caps.  FMC indicated that, in many locations, 



these different types of caps are separated by roadways, and physical integration would not 



be required.  However, there also appear to be a number of locations where areas proposed 



for capping abut existing RCRA caps.  For example, Drawings 1-13 and 2-3 show that RA-C 



and RA-D North are located immediately adjacent to existing caps on at least two former 



RCRA units, rather than being separated by roadways.  However, the grading plans appear to 



leave gaps between the capped areas, even though site-wide soil remedy figures such as 



Drawing G-5 show the proposed caps as extending directly up to the RCRA caps.  This is 



true even in areas not proposed as future paved roadways (see Drawing G-7).  It is unclear 



why these areas and other similar areas remain uncovered rather than being tied into the site-



wide capping plans.  Leaving portions of the RAs uncapped may result in unacceptable risks 



from exposure to existing soils.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should clearly document that the 



caps will be fully integrated with existing site features – including gamma and ET cap 



termination details for these areas (similar to that provided on Drawing G-8) – or provide 



further justification for leaving gaps around the proposed caps.  A discussion of stormwater, 



erosion, and sedimentation control in these areas should also be provided.  That discussion is 



particularly important with regard to area where Drawing S-6 indicates that no channels will 



be installed (e.g., along the southern end of RA-D North). 



 



2. Distinction between ET and Gamma Caps 



 



Drawing G-3 highlights gamma cap areas using green cross-hatching, and ET cap areas using 



light purple cross-hatching.  It is, therefore, somewhat misleading that Drawings 2-1 through 



2-11 use green lines to show the extent of proposed capping.  The drawings should use 



consistent coloring to clearly show where ET caps will be placed, and where gamma caps 











will be placed.  Drawing G-5 should also be revised to show ET cap placement using 



consistently-colored (i.e., light purple) cross-hatching. 



 



3. Designed Slopes for ET and Gamma Caps 



 



Section 4.2.1 indicates that the design includes a minimum slope of 3% on areas receiving 



ET covers to promote drainage, and a maximum slope of 4:1 on areas receiving gamma and 



ET caps to reduce the potential for erosion and need for long-term maintenance.  The Pre-



Final RDR does not suggest that these design parameters are approximate.  However, cap 



cross-section and elevation diagrams provided in Drawings 2-12 through 2-27 show that 



these design criteria are not consistently being followed.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should 



amend the design plans to follow the stipulated minimum and maximum slopes, or provide 



justification as to why the stated criteria no longer need to be met, and identify the specific 



areas where the design change is proposed.  The impact of these deviations on necessary soil 



volumes, stormwater drainage, and erosion rates should also be discussed.  



 



C. Comments on the Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Report 



 



An updated project schedule should be provided to reflect soil remedy activities conducted at 



the site since January 2015. 



 



D. Comments on the Revised Performance Standards Verification Plan 



 



1. Undocumented Locations of Elemental Phosphorus 



 



According to Section 3 of the Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) and Section 



3.1 of the Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan, performance monitoring 



requirements for ET caps differ based on whether they are situated over areas where P4 is 



present or suspected, and non-P4 areas.  During initial grading efforts at the site, P4 has been 



detected on a much wider scale than anticipated (including in areas previously designated as 



non-P4 areas).  Consequently, it is important that FMC provide additional discussion as how 



the “non-P4 areas” will be credibly and definitively confirmed.  In addition, Figure 3 of the 



PSVP should be updated to reflect additional locations where undocumented P4 has been 



encountered since January 2015.   



 



2. Gas Monitoring and Conceptual Model 



 



The conceptual model for phosphine (PH3) gas in capped areas (e.g., PSVP Section 3.1.2.1) 



should be re-examined in light of the frequency of P4 discovery outside areas identified for 



P4 remediation.  The monitoring strategy now applies only to “CERCLA areas with ET caps 











over areas known or suspected of containing P4.”  According to Section 3.1.2.2 of the 



OM&M Plan, phosphine monitoring will be performed “only at ET caps that cover areas of 



known or suspected P4”.  However, as stated in the previous comment, preliminary grading 



suggests that P4 could be much more widespread than anticipated, including in CERCLA 



areas not considered for ET caps.  The OM&M Plan and PSVP should address actions that 



are appropriate for these areas given recent experience with P4.  Actions considered should 



include ambient air monitoring in CERCLA areas not considered for ET caps.  Additionally, 



the conceptual model for fate and transport of gases should not be limited to ET-capped 



CERCLA areas with P4.  The compacted nature of the gamma caps could have the same 



effect of limiting oxidation as with ET caps.  Consideration should be given to the potential 



for PH3 formation under gamma caps as well as ET caps. 



 



3. Action Triggers 



 



NOTE:  It appears that the DQOs, trigger levels, and other proposed operations and 



maintenance related items were taken from the RCRA Pond Post-Closure Plan (FMC, 



2011).  While there are many advantages in trying to maintain some consistency 



between cap long-term monitoring plans, one needs to consider the design and function 



of the cap when developing these plans.  While the RCRA caps utilized qualitative 



trigger levels and permitted a certain level of erosion prior to initiating any action, 



those caps have a much different design and function which allow them to maintain 



protectiveness even if they incur a fair amount of erosion.  In the case of the gamma cap 



in particular, the currently proposed cap thickness does not offer the buffer to justify 



the same trigger levels and monitoring.  Many of the comments in this section were 



generated as a result of this. 



 



The discussion of action triggers should be revised as follows: 



 



a. Tables 1 through 3 in the PSVP list inspection criteria for the ET and gamma caps, along 



with conditions that would trigger maintenance and/or repairs.  Table 4 lists triggers for 



the stormwater runoff management system.  However, as discussed in comments on the 



OM&M Plan, the triggers are subjective and frequently refer to “excessive” damage.  The 



tables and associated text should include quantitative tolerance limits for all inspection 



elements.  For example, Table 1 includes an appropriately specific trigger for topsoil 



evaluation (e.g., loss of topsoil depth of greater than two inches less than the installed 



thickness at 50% of the evaluated locations).  However, this trigger should be expanded 



to include both evaluation of the topsoil layer (to identify any additional measures that 



could be implemented to slow erosion) and replacement and reseeding of the topsoil.  



Stating that the eroded topsoil will be replaced “if warranted” provides insufficient 



direction to maintenance staff and assurance to stakeholders that the ET cap will be 











adequately maintained.  Revise the PSVP for greater specificity with regard to all action 



triggers. 



 



b. Expand the first bullet in Section 3.1.1.1 to include a description and/or specifications for 



topsoil depth indicators.   



 



c. Expand Section 3.1.1.2 of the PSVP to clarify how storm event inspections will be 



performed before cap vegetation has been adequately established and topsoil is 



permanently stabilized.  Specific trigger criteria should also be noted for this scenario.  



This same clarification should be made to Section 3.1.1.3 of the OM&M Plan. 



 



d. The first bullet in Section 3.1.1.3 discusses the means by which cap vegetation will be 



evaluated.  Specifically, the PSVP counting the number of viable plants in ten 



representative nine square foot plots to determine plant density.  If more than one third of 



the plots have a plant density of 0.5 plants per square foot, reseeding of the cap area will 



be required.  However, plants can vary widely in size and, thereby, affect coverage within 



the section.  Instead, the survey should be based on a percent plant coverage in each of 



the nine square foot plots.  Moreover, plots with less than 70% vegetative cover should 



be deemed to have failed the plant density test.  Reseeding should then be triggered when 



more than one third of the sampled plots fail the plant density test.  Revise Section 



3.1.1.3, Table 1, and Table 2 of the PSVP accordingly.  The same modifications should 



be made in Section 3.1.1.1 of the OM&M Plan and Section 2.1.1 of the QAPP. 



 



e. There is inconsistency between text and tables in the PSVP, the OM&M Plan, the Quality 



Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), and the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) with regard to the 



allowable extent of topsoil erosion on the ET caps.  In the tables, these plans require 



evaluation of the topsoil layer if a soil loss of two inches is noted at 50% of measurement 



points.  However, the text indicates that evaluation (and potential replacement) will only 



occur after erosion of five inches of topsoil at 50% of the depth indicators.  Because the 



topsoil layer is only six inches thick in design, and because loss of the uppermost five 



inches could significantly impair growth of healthy vegetation on the cap surface, the 



plans should be revised to consistently use two inches as the topsoil erosion trigger. 



 



4. Soil Gas Probes 



 



Section 3.1.2.1 of the PSVP refers to placement and monitoring of soil gas probes within the 



capillary break layer of the ET cap within areas containing or suspected to contain P4.  The 



proposed locations and specifications of this design feature should be included on the 



engineering diagrams submitted as part of the Pre-Final RDR.  











 



E. Comments on the Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan 



 



1. OM&M Cap Inspections 



 



The nature of cap inspections (i.e., qualitative versus quantitative) should be consistent with 



whether the remedy incorporates substantial additional protection.  The qualitative 



evaluations described in Section 3.2.1 of the OM&M Plan may be appropriate where 



substantial buffer is incorporated into the remedy.  If there is no protective layer over the 



gamma cap however, any erosion of or damage to the surface of the gamma cap could 



compromise the remedy and would require immediate repair and quantitative verification.  



At this site, either cap monitoring should be performed on a rigorous quantitative basis with a 



12-inch cap, or a substantial protective cap layer should be included to allow for qualitative 



cap monitoring. 



 



2. Stormwater Monitoring 



 



The OM&M Plan should incorporate provisions for monitoring of sediment in the detention 



basis for site-specific constituents of concern (COCs).  Section 3.3.1.1 of the OM&M Plan 



states that “no routine sampling, measurement, or analysis” will be performed.  Expand the 



Plan accordingly. 



 



3. Figure 3-2, CERCLA PH3 Sampling Approach Flow Chart 



 



The third blue diamond should have an arrow on the right indicating that, if the PH3 level is 



below 0.05 parts per million (ppm), the results will be reported as in the previous two 



diamonds. 



 



F. Comments on the Quality Assurance Project Plan (Appendix A to the OM&M Plan) 



 



1. Data Quality Objectives for Cap Thickness 



 



Proposed data quality objectives (DQOs) for both the ET and gamma caps allow for the caps 



to settle and erode to thicknesses below their minimum design thickness.  The DQOs should 



be rewritten and the OM&M Plan should be revised to describe how the caps will be 



maintained at their minimum design thickness.  As stated previously, one potential way to 



address this is to increase the thickness of the topsoil layer on both caps so that inspection 



and repair efforts are minimized and the minimum design thickness of the caps can be 



maintained at all times. 



 











2. Tables 1.1 and 1.2, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Stormwater 



Erosion/Damage Monitoring  



 



The decision rule is subjective and there are no tolerance limits defined that state 



quantitatively what the Decision Rule is or what the trigger level is for action.  This could be 



mitigated by removing the word “excessive” from the decision rule.  With respect to 



stormwater erosion, the cap should be maintained at a thickness meeting or exceeding the 



design thickness at all times regardless of how the cap was damaged or eroded.  The DQO 



should be rewritten to address this.   



 



3. Tables 1.1 and 1.2, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Topsoil Depth 



Monitoring  



 



With respect to cap thickness and topsoil depth, the cap should be maintained at a thickness 



meeting or exceeding the design thickness at all times.  The proposed DQO allows for the 



cap thickness to erode more than 15% over up to half the surface area of the cap before any 



action is taken.  The DQO should be rewritten in order to address this. 



 



4. Table 1.1, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Rodent/Insect Monitoring  



 



The decision rule is subjective and there are no tolerance limits defined that quantitatively 



state what the Decision Rule is or what the trigger level is for action.  This could be mitigated 



by removing the word “excessive” from the decision rule.   



 



G. Comments on the Draft Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan 



(ICIAP) 



 



NOTE:  Comments on the Draft ICIAP will be provided under separate cover on a yet to 



be determined date. 



 



H. Comment on the Revised Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP) 



 



This needs to be revised to be consistent with the EPA-approved DCAMP of March 2015.  Also, 



the DCAMP describes grading phase work and now needs to include sections related to soil cap 



construction such as soil excavation, soil transport, soil placement, and dust 



prevention/suppression on capped areas while vegetation is being established. 
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Boyd, Andrew
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: ICIAP Comparison to IRODA/UAO
Date: Wednesday, June 03, 2015 4:20:56 PM
Attachments: Draft Institutional Control Requirements compared to IRODA and UAO.docx


Attached is a comparison table to assist with our review. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Greutert, Ed [USA] [mailto:greutert_ed@bah.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 4:04 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Benchouk, Michele [USA]
Subject: ICIAP Comparison to IRODA/UAO
 
Jonathan-
 
Attached is the ICIAP comparison with the IRODA/UAO requirements.  Please let us know if you have
 any questions.
 
Tx,
 
Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com
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[bookmark: _GoBack]Institutional Control Requirements


FMC Corporation





			IC Requirement


			ROD/UAO Reference


			Draft ICIAP (March 2014) Reference


			Preliminary Comments





			IC Elements 


			ROD Section 8.1


			Section 3


			





			Land use restriction: commercial/industrial 


			


			Section 3.1.1


			





			Groundwater use restriction to prohibit consumption


			


			Section 3.2.2


			





			Engineering controls: fencing and access restrictions


			


			Sections 3.1.2 and 3.2.3


			





			Prohibition on disturbance of cap except as provided by a site-specific soil/fill management plan


			


			Section 3.2


			According to Section 3.2.1.2, a draft Excavation and Fill Management Plan will be prepared and submitted with the draft final ICIAP.  This document will require review upon submittal.





			Future buildings to be constructed with radon-resistant methods (passive or active)


			


			Missing


			Inhalation of radon is noted as a potential exposure pathway in Section 3.2, but the draft ICIAP does not specifically mandate radon-resistant construction methods for new buildings.  The ICIAP should be clarified to require, and identify examples (passive and active) of, such methods.





			EPA and FMC have primary responsibility for IC implementation/maintenance; Tribes to be notified


			ROD Section 10.2.1


			Sections 2.3.2 and 3.3


			Tribes have indicated that they also want ICs filed within their land records offices





			Description of pathways


			UAO Section XIII, Paragraph 46.c.1


			Section 2.2.3


			





			Description of areas where restrictions should be implemented


			


			Sections 2.2.3 and 3.2.1; Appendix B


			





			List of properties


			


			Section 2.2.3


			





			Description of proposed ICs and their purposes


			


			Section 3.2


			





			Proposed duration of ICs


			


			Section 4.3


			





			Schedule for IC implementation


			


			Section 3.4


			Additional detail should be provided to indicate the maximum time frame within which all required ICs will be implemented after the remedy is complete.





			Schedule for completion of title work


			UAO Section XIII, Paragraph 46.c.1 (cont’d)


			Section 3.4


			Additional detail should be provided to indicate the maximum time frame within which all required ICs will be implemented after the remedy is complete.





			Draft IC language/templates


			


			Appendices C and D


			





			Authority of affected property owner


			


			Sections 2.3.1 and 3.3; Appendix B


			





			Description of prior liens and encumbrances


			


			Missing


			Other than noting existing environmental ICs, the draft ICIAP does not specify whether the affected properties are subject to prior liens or encumbrances.





			Plan for IC monitoring, maintenance, and reporting


			


			Section 4.1


			The ICIAP should be expanded to provide a discussion on financial assurance for the OM&M period.  





			Schedule for annual IC certifications


			


			Section 4.1


			





			Current title insurance commitment; right of access; right to enforce; EPA’s third-party beneficiary designation 


			UAO Section XIII, Paragraph 46.c.2


			Section 4.2


			The referenced ICIAP section addresses EPA’s right to enforce IC provisions only.  EPA legal should evaluate whether the title insurance, right of access, and beneficiary designations are adequately addressed elsewhere.





			Execution of ICs in appropriate land record offices within 15 days after EPA approval


			UAO Section XIII, Paragraph 46.c.3


			Section 3.4


			Tribes have indicated that they also want ICs filed within their land records offices
















From: Jennings, Jannine
To: Monty Johnson
Cc: (Paul.Patchin@deq.idaho.gov); Margie English; McDonnell, Kimberlee; kwright@shoshonebannocktribes.com;


 susanh@ida.net; Williams, Jonathan
Subject: FW: Meeting June 11
Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 3:05:27 PM
Attachments: Draft Agenda EPA-FMC-Simplot Meeting 6-11-15.docx


Monty & Kelly
 
It looks like you’ve been cc’d so have a copy of the agenda for Thursday
 morning but I wanted to make sure you had this.  I’ve also cc’d Paul Patchin
 who has recently been assisting Margie with the hydro work at the site. 
 Margie is out of town and will not be joining us for this meeting but I believe
 Paul will be.
 
I am flying over tomorrow so will not be in the office.  If you need to reach me
 before the meeting it would be best to leave a voice mail message on my work
 phone (206-553-2724).  I look forward to Thursday’s discussions.
 
Jannine
 
Jannine Jennings
EPA Remedial Project Manger
206-553-2724
jennings.jannine@epa.gov


 
From: Rob Hartman [mailto:Rob.J.Hartman@mwhglobal.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 2:33 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell,
 Kimberlee; 'Monty Johnson'; Andy Koulermos (akoulermos@FormationEnv.com); Buz Cotton
Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
 
Jonathan:  FMC and Simplot developed the attached draft agenda for the EPA-FMC-
Simplot meeting (the first part of the meeting on 6/11/15). Thanks, Rob
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 3:18 PM
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA];
 McDonnell, Kimberlee
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EPA-FMC-Simplot Meeting


Groundwater Remedial Design / Remedial Action


[bookmark: _GoBack]June 11, 2015, 0830 at IDEQ Office, Pocatello, Idaho


	





1. Safety Moment


2. Groundwater RA Objective


· FMC 


· Simplot


3. Simplot Gypstack Lining 


· Progress


· Monitoring Data


4. Joint Fenceline Area Conceptual Model


· Simplot


· FMC


5. FMC Groundwater Model


· FMC Extraction Preliminary Design 


· Alternate Configuration Simulations


6. Discussion





Break 


EPA-FMC Meeting on Preliminary Groundwater Design Comments 















Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
 
Let's plan to meet at DEQ's office at 8:30 am, June 11, for the groundwater meeting.  FMC will
 provide an update on their efforts to develop the 60 percent RD in response to comments on the 30
 percent RD submittal provided May 1 and discussed May 6.  The first part of the meeting will
 include Simplot, and focus on capture/treatment of contaminated groundwater in the fence-line
 part of the EMF site.
 
Also, the afternoon of June 10, FMC would like to discuss EPA's June 3 comments on the soil remedy
 90 percent RD submittal.  Ed Greitert and I can be available at 1 pm assuming our flight from Sea-
Tac is on time, travel from SLC uneventful, etc.  FMC is willing to host at their office trailer or we can
 meet at DEQ's office tomorrow afternoon.  I'll let FMC decide where they would prefer for us to
 meet.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie
Subject: Meeting June 11
 
What time does the meeting begin?
 
Susan Hanson
 



mailto:williams.jonathan@epa.gov

mailto:susanh@ida.net






From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Greutert, Ed [USA]
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: FW: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 2:20:09 PM


Please correct when updating comments.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
 
Jonathan,
 
Place a period at the end of comment A.1.b. Everything else looks good.
 
Thanks
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Greutert, Ed [USA];
 Rock, Steve; Paul Ritter; rtpoeton@msn.com; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
 
Attached are draft comments revised in response to our bi-weekly teleconference discussion
 yesterday and further review of Table 2.4.  Text which BAH added or revised on our behalf is shown
 highlighted in yellow.  Please review and provide feedback shortly.  Thanks. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
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Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Sheldrake, Beth
To: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Lepic FOIA ECL"s Weekly for 06/11/2015
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2015 4:49:10 PM
Attachments: image001.png


 
 
________________________________________________________
Beth Sheldrake | Unit Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency | Region 10
Office of Environmental Cleanup
Superfund Site Cleanup Unit #1
p: 206.553.0220 | c: 206.890-1827 | sheldrake.beth@epa.gov
 
 


From:  
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To:
CC:


 
 
 
 
 
 


 


 
  


 
   
 
 
      
 
 
 
 
 
Eastern Michaud Flats (near Pocatello, ID):  This week Fort Hall Business Council
 Chairman Nathan Small was replaced by Councilman Blaine Edmo as the Tribal
 Chair. Mr. Small is no longer on the Fort Hall Business Council. FMC and Simplot
 met this week with EPA, IDEQ, and the Shoshone-Bannock Tribes to discuss
 groundwater contamination in the "joint fence line area" between the two facilities.
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From: Marguerite Carpenter
To: Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Rob Hartman; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 2:31:48 PM


Jonathan
We would be happy to host you at the FMC office trailers on June 10 at 1pm.  Rob has developed a formal agenda
 for the June 11 meeting which he will send out shortly. 
Best Regards,
Marjo


Marguerite Carpenter, PhD
Associate Director, EHS Rem/Gov
FMC Corporation
1735 Market Street
Philadelphia, PA  19103
Phone 215-299-6210


Please be advised that this transmittal may be privileged or confidential.  If you are not the intended recipient, please
 do not read, copy or re-transimit this communication.  If you have received this communication in error, please
 notify me by e-mail (marguerite.carpenter@fmc.com) or by telephone and delete this message and any
 attachments.  Thank you in advance for your cooperation and assistance.


-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 5:18 PM
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell,
 Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Meeting June 11


Let's plan to meet at DEQ's office at 8:30 am, June 11, for the groundwater meeting.  FMC will provide an update
 on their efforts to develop the 60 percent RD in response to comments on the 30 percent RD submittal provided
 May 1 and discussed May 6.  The first part of the meeting will include Simplot, and focus on capture/treatment of
 contaminated groundwater in the fence-line part of the EMF site.


Also, the afternoon of June 10, FMC would like to discuss EPA's June 3 comments on the soil remedy 90 percent
 RD submittal.  Ed Greitert and I can be available at 1 pm assuming our flight from Sea-Tac is on time, travel from
 SLC uneventful, etc.  FMC is willing to host at their office trailer or we can meet at DEQ's office tomorrow
 afternoon.  I'll let FMC decide where they would prefer for us to meet.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
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Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie
Subject: Meeting June 11


What time does the meeting begin?


Susan Hanson








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell,
 Kimberlee


Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 2:17:54 PM


Let's plan to meet at DEQ's office at 8:30 am, June 11, for the groundwater meeting.  FMC will provide an update
 on their efforts to develop the 60 percent RD in response to comments on the 30 percent RD submittal provided
 May 1 and discussed May 6.  The first part of the meeting will include Simplot, and focus on capture/treatment of
 contaminated groundwater in the fence-line part of the EMF site.


Also, the afternoon of June 10, FMC would like to discuss EPA's June 3 comments on the soil remedy 90 percent
 RD submittal.  Ed Greitert and I can be available at 1 pm assuming our flight from Sea-Tac is on time, travel from
 SLC uneventful, etc.  FMC is willing to host at their office trailer or we can meet at DEQ's office tomorrow
 afternoon.  I'll let FMC decide where they would prefer for us to meet.


Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101


Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov


-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie
Subject: Meeting June 11


What time does the meeting begin?


Susan Hanson
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From: Rob Hartman
To: Williams, Jonathan; susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee; "Monty
 Johnson"; Andy Koulermos (akoulermos@FormationEnv.com); Buz Cotton


Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
Date: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 2:33:15 PM
Attachments: Draft Agenda EPA-FMC-Simplot Meeting 6-11-15.docx


Jonathan:  FMC and Simplot developed the attached draft agenda for the EPA-FMC-
Simplot meeting (the first part of the meeting on 6/11/15). Thanks, Rob
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 3:18 PM
To: susanh@ida.net; Kelly Wright; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: Jennings, Jannine; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov;
 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Rob Hartman; Marguerite Carpenter; Greutert, Ed [USA];
 McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Meeting June 11
 
Let's plan to meet at DEQ's office at 8:30 am, June 11, for the groundwater meeting.  FMC will
 provide an update on their efforts to develop the 60 percent RD in response to comments on the 30
 percent RD submittal provided May 1 and discussed May 6.  The first part of the meeting will
 include Simplot, and focus on capture/treatment of contaminated groundwater in the fence-line
 part of the EMF site.
 
Also, the afternoon of June 10, FMC would like to discuss EPA's June 3 comments on the soil remedy
 90 percent RD submittal.  Ed Greitert and I can be available at 1 pm assuming our flight from Sea-
Tac is on time, travel from SLC uneventful, etc.  FMC is willing to host at their office trailer or we can
 meet at DEQ's office tomorrow afternoon.  I'll let FMC decide where they would prefer for us to
 meet.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net]
Sent: Tuesday, June 09, 2015 1:31 PM
To: Kelly Wright; Williams, Jonathan; Zavala, Bernie
Subject: Meeting June 11
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EPA-FMC-Simplot Meeting


Groundwater Remedial Design / Remedial Action


[bookmark: _GoBack]June 11, 2015, 0830 at IDEQ Office, Pocatello, Idaho


	





1. Safety Moment


2. Groundwater RA Objective


· FMC 


· Simplot


3. Simplot Gypstack Lining 


· Progress


· Monitoring Data


4. Joint Fenceline Area Conceptual Model


· Simplot


· FMC


5. FMC Groundwater Model


· FMC Extraction Preliminary Design 


· Alternate Configuration Simulations


6. Discussion





Break 


EPA-FMC Meeting on Preliminary Groundwater Design Comments 















What time does the meeting begin?
 
Susan Hanson
 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: susanh@ida.net
Cc: Kelly Wright; Virginia Monsisco; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Performance Verification
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 3:40:26 PM


OK.  For which FMC OU RD/RA deliverable?
 
Jonathan Williams
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Susan Hanson [mailto:susanh@ida.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 2:23 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: Kelly Wright; Virginia Monsisco; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Re: Performance Verification
 
I believe he is referring to the Performance Standards Verification Plan.
 
Susan Hanson
On Jun 2, 2015, at 1:59 PM, "Williams, Jonathan" <Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov> wrote:


What type of performance verification?  Please give me a call to discuss your concern. 
 Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Performance Verification
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Jonathan, tribes have some concerns that we are trying to make sure that we are
 addressing correctly. Can you tell me what the date and version is for the performance
 verification?
Thanks
Kelly


 








From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Performance Verification
Date: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 12:59:53 PM


What type of performance verification?  Please give me a call to discuss your concern.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2015 9:43 AM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: Performance Verification
 
Jonathan, tribes have some concerns that we are trying to make sure that we are addressing
 correctly. Can you tell me what the date and version is for the performance verification?
Thanks
Kelly
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 2:34:16 PM


Thanks.  That should be fixed in the next draft.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov [mailto:Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov] 
Sent: Monday, June 01, 2015 12:20 PM
To: Williams, Jonathan
Subject: RE: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
 
Jonathan,
 
Place a period at the end of comment A.1.b. Everything else looks good.
 
Thanks
 


Scott A. Miller, P.G.
Hydrogeologist | Idaho DEQ
ph: (208) 373-0328
 
From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 12:30 PM
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas Tanner; Scott Miller; Wayne Crowther; Greutert, Ed [USA];
 Rock, Steve; Paul Ritter; rtpoeton@msn.com; Zavala, Bernie
Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Revised Draft Comment on FMC OU
 
Attached are draft comments revised in response to our bi-weekly teleconference discussion
 yesterday and further review of Table 2.4.  Text which BAH added or revised on our behalf is shown
 highlighted in yellow.  Please review and provide feedback shortly.  Thanks. 
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
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Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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From: Greutert, Ed [USA]
To: Williams, Jonathan; Kelly Wright
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: RE: [External] RE: SBT Comments FMC Response Soil RD
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 8:09:04 AM


Kelly-
 
Could you please resend the comments?  For some reason I did not receive them.
 
Tx,
 
Ed Greutert, P.E.
Sr. Associate
Booz | Allen | Hamilton


Office:   206 652 3014
Mobile:  206 794 7526
greutert_ed@bah.com


 


From: Williams, Jonathan [mailto:Williams.Jonathan@epa.gov] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 6:45 PM
To: Kelly Wright
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco; Greutert, Ed [USA]; McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: [External] RE: SBT Comments FMC Response Soil RD
 
It’s unclear to me what part(s) of the interim soil remedy pre-final (90 percent) remedial design
 submittal of January 2015 these comments address.  Are all the comments you sent earlier today
 about Appendix G?  Perhaps we can talk over the telephone next Monday.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-111
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
 


From: Kelly Wright [mailto:kwright@sbtribes.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 29, 2015 2:54 PM
To: greutert_ed@bah.com; Williams, Jonathan
Cc: susanh@ida.net; Virginia Monsisco
Subject: SBT Comments FMC Response Soil RD
 
Jonathan and Ed, here are the comments that we promised.
Kelly
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From: Williams, Jonathan
To: Kelly Wright; susanh@ida.net; Douglas.Tanner@deq.idaho.gov; Scott.Miller@deq.idaho.gov;


 Wayne.Crowther@deq.idaho.gov; Greutert, Ed [USA]; Paul.Ritter@deq.idaho.gov; rtpoeton@msn.com; Zavala,
 Bernie


Cc: McDonnell, Kimberlee
Subject: Revised Draft Comments on the FMC OU Soil Remedy Pre-Final RD Submittal
Date: Monday, June 01, 2015 3:29:14 PM
Attachments: DRAFT FMC OU Soil 90% RD Comments 6-1-15.docx


Attached are revised EPA comments.  A punctuation error was corrected, and comments on the
 Draft Institutional Control Plan are deferred until later.  EPA’s site attorney recommended deferring
 all ICP comments until his review is complete, and can then be compared with comments already
 drafted.
 
Please give this one final check.  Thanks.
 
Jonathan Williams, LHG
Remedial Project Manager
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 900, ECL-122
Seattle, WA  98101
 
Telephone:  (206) 553-1369
E-mail:  williams.jonathan@epa.gov
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 DRAFT***June 1, 2015***DRAFT





EPA REVIEW COMMENTS ON THE FMC OU SOIL REMEDY


PRE-FINAL REMEDIAL DESIGN REPORT AND DRAFT REMEDIAL ACTION WORK PLAN Dated January 2015


FMC OU UAO for RD/RA, EPA Docket No. CERCLA 10-2013-0116


Eastern Michaud Flats CERCLA Site








1. Comments on the Pre-Final Remedial Design Report (RDR)





1. Table 2.4, Page 2-15:  Typical concentrations of soil contaminants in source materials are shown along with the 95th UCL of background concentrations


a.  This table should include total phosphorous.


b. The rationale for comparing typical source material concentrations with “background” levels should be included. 


c. The source(s) of information used to populate the table need to be cited and referenced.





1. Section 2.3.3 and Table 2.5:   This section needs to be consistent with EPA comments of May 1, 2015 on the Groundwater Remedy Preliminary RD submittal.  





2. Site-wide Grading Material Balance





Section 4.2.2 of the Pre-Final RDR discusses site-wide grading needed to minimize design slopes and promote appropriate surface water drainage.  Table 4.3 of the RDR presents estimated cut and fill volumes for each of the remediation areas (RAs).  Volumes in this table have been adjusted between the June 2014 and January 2015 versions of the report, and several concerns have been identified.  





a. Previous estimates suggested a net surplus of general fill in the range of 979,500 cubic yards, but updated numbers now indicate a general fill deficit of roughly 184,000 cubic yards.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should discuss the reason for estimate adjustments, specifically noting whether the net deficit is the result of unexpected discovery of P4 in soil across the RAs, and whether additional significant shortfalls are expected in available general fill material.





b. The text of Section 4.2.2 (page 4-6) states that “if additional fill material is needed to achieve the design grade in any RA, that material will be cut from the valley in the center of RA-F.”  Given that a net deficit of 184,000 cubic yards is already anticipated, it is unclear why the estimated fill volume to be cut from RA-F was reduced by approximately 252,000 cubic yards.  FMC should reaffirm that RA-F can adequately provide the required general fill material.  





c. Section 4.2.2 states that RA-based redistribution of soil will obviate the need to use soil from the Western Undeveloped Area (WUA) as grading material.  However, if the net deficit cannot be filled using RA soils, FMC may need to expand the WUA excavation.  Figure 4-1 of the Remedial Action Work Plan (RAWP) shows that only a portion of the WUA is currently slated for use as a borrow source.  Current estimates suggest that 2.4 million cubic yards of soil (silt) are available at the WUA, as compared to the required soil volume of 1.3 million cubic yards for cap construction.  However, additional borrow soil may also be needed to eliminate the general fill deficit (discussed above), for construction of a vegetative/sacrificial erosion layer on the gamma caps (discussed in other comments), and/or to replace lost topsoil following erosion/storm events.  Figure 4-1 of the RAWP suggests that a large volume of additional material may be accessible at the WUA.  Expand the revised Pre-Final RDR to confirm that sufficient soil is available at the WUA to meet these additional needs.  





d. The second paragraph of Section 4.2.2 on the Pre-Final RDR does not adequately cover disposition of surplus cut that may be generated during grading.  Although it appears that this scenario is unlikely, the RDR should clarify that any surplus material will be redistributed within RA-F as originally planned, or specify alternate plans for its disposition.  The RDR should also confirm that surplus fill from the RAs will not be incorporated into the ET or gamma caps.  





3. Soil Losses – ET Caps





The current ET cap design calls for placement of a six-inch thick layer of topsoil atop the 24-inch soil moisture storage layer.  The topsoil cover will be seeded and vegetated to minimize erosion and negative impacts on the underlying moisture storage layer.  However, Section 5.3.3 of the Pre-Final RDR notes that the ET covers may be subjected to approximately 3.0 inches of soil erosion over the predicted 500-year performance period.  Thus, the ET cap’s design thickness is not expected to be maintained in perpetuity.  To ensure maintenance of healthy vegetation on the ET caps, FMC should consider increasing the planned thickness of the topsoil layer to include an appropriate buffer.  Alternatively, the OM&M plan may be revised to include procedures for (1) periodically measuring topsoil thickness, (2) assessing the quality and quantity of vegetation on the cap, and (3) replacing topsoil as needed to maintain minimum cap design thicknesses.





In addition to the water holding capacity of the borrow soil the contractor should consider agronomic factors.  Will this soil support the proposed plants at the proposed density?  Would blending organic matter into the soil facilitate more rapid vegetation?    The contractor might also consider using an admixture of non-slag gravel in the final lift of the cover soil.  The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE, 2006) found this useful when building soil covers in arid climates both for long-term erosion control and to enhance plant growth.  





4. Soil Losses and Protective Layering – Gamma Cap





NOTE: The comments concerning the gamma cap are assuming that the minimum required final design cap thickness will be 12 inches.  This issue is not yet resolved.  The final design cap thickness may be influenced by the findings of the Gamma Cap Addendum Report, which has not yet been received and reviewed by EPA, DEQ, and the Tribes.





The erosion control methods described for the gamma cap are not sufficient to ensure that the protective functions of the nominal 12-inch gamma cap will not be compromised by erosion.  FMC should ensure long-term protection of the gamma cap.  Consideration should be given to the installation of an additional protective soil cap on top of the nominally 12-inch thick gamma cap.  This would protect the gamma cap and could also provide adequate root space for vegetation, avoiding the need to use the gamma cap itself for root space.





Section 5.5.2 of the Pre-Final RDR notes that following placement of the soil cover, the cover will be tilled to a depth of 6 inches in preparation for seeding.  Because the draft design of the gamma cap is only 12 inches thick (compacted), the 6-inch tilling represents a substantial fraction of the cap thickness for gamma areas.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should evaluate the impact of tilling and seeding on the effectiveness of the gamma cap for shielding gamma radiation exposures. 





a. Soil loss calculations (Section 5.3.3) indicate more than 4 inches erosion of the nominally 12-inch gamma cap during the 500-year performance period.  In the case of ET caps, this erosion control is addressed by the addition of an extra 6 inches of soil to the ET cover soil.  For the gamma cap, however, short-term gamma cap erosion losses are addressed in Section 5.3.5 only by way of erosion control blankets. 





b. From the standpoint of cap design, the nominal 12-inch thick gamma cap serves a primary function of controlling radiation levels. The design gamma cap thickness has no allowance for erosion built in.  Any erosion of the nominal 12-inch shielding would effectively compromise the cap design and would be unacceptable.  For this reason, most caps designed for long-lived radioactive materials include an additional soil cover that either prevents erosion (e.g., rip rap) or consists of a sacrificial soil layer to help prevent long-term erosion of the protective layer.  The proposed erosion control blankets only provide slope protection for the short term.





c. Conceptual cap designs usually include a “surface layer” for vegetation on top of a “protection layer” (EPA, 2004).  They can be the same material but serve different functions.  In the context of the gamma cap design, the “gamma cap” is the protection layer whose function is to provide shielding.  The Pre-Final RDR proposes that the gamma cap do double duty as both the protection and surface layers.  Given the important function of the gamma cap, the revised Pre-Final RDR should explain why it should not be covered by a separate “surface layer” whose purpose is to support vegetation and help minimize erosion. 





d. The “gamma cap” and “surface layer” have different compaction requirements.  The gamma cap is supposed to be compacted for shielding purposes, while the “surface layer” should not be compacted so as to promote vegetation.  It is unclear whether vegetating the shielding layer will alter its functionality.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should clarify this uncertainty.  “Gamma cap” thickness is dictated by shielding requirements.  “Surface layer” thickness is dictated by the thickness necessary to support roots in the environment in question (typically 0.15 to 0.45 meters for grasses).





e. In addition to the water holding capacity of the borrow soil the contractor should consider agronomic factors.  Will this soil support the proposed plants at the proposed density?  Would blending organic matter into the soil facilitate more rapid vegetation?    The contractor might also consider using an admixture of non-slag gravel in the final lift of the cover soil.  The U.S. Department of Energy found this useful when building soil covers in arid climates both for long-term erosion control and to enhance plant growth.





5. Seeding





Section 5.5.3 of the Pre-Final RDR indicates that reclamation seed mixture and application rates are provides in Table 3.7.  However, the RDR does not include such a table.  Revise the reference accordingly.  In addition, this section should be revised to clarify that soil cover seeding and mulching specifications are included in Appendix C of the RDR.





6. Integration of ET and Gamma Caps





The distinction between the robust ET caps with long-term protective layers and gamma caps without long-term protective layers raises concerns about consistency with regards to OM&M and Institutional Controls requirements.  For practical reasons it would be preferable for the requirements for both types of caps be similar in nature.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should evaluate alternatives that could be considered to reduce inconsistencies in long-term maintenance and requirements.





A. Comments on the RDR Design Drawings





1. Integration of RCRA and CERCLA Caps





In previous comments, EPA has requested additional detail on how the proposed CERCLA caps will be integrated with the existing RCRA caps.  FMC indicated that, in many locations, these different types of caps are separated by roadways, and physical integration would not be required.  However, there also appear to be a number of locations where areas proposed for capping abut existing RCRA caps.  For example, Drawings 1-13 and 2-3 show that RA-C and RA-D North are located immediately adjacent to existing caps on at least two former RCRA units, rather than being separated by roadways.  However, the grading plans appear to leave gaps between the capped areas, even though site-wide soil remedy figures such as Drawing G-5 show the proposed caps as extending directly up to the RCRA caps.  This is true even in areas not proposed as future paved roadways (see Drawing G-7).  It is unclear why these areas and other similar areas remain uncovered rather than being tied into the site-wide capping plans.  Leaving portions of the RAs uncapped may result in unacceptable risks from exposure to existing soils.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should clearly document that the caps will be fully integrated with existing site features – including gamma and ET cap termination details for these areas (similar to that provided on Drawing G-8) – or provide further justification for leaving gaps around the proposed caps.  A discussion of stormwater, erosion, and sedimentation control in these areas should also be provided.  That discussion is particularly important with regard to area where Drawing S-6 indicates that no channels will be installed (e.g., along the southern end of RA-D North).





2. Distinction between ET and Gamma Caps





Drawing G-3 highlights gamma cap areas using green cross-hatching, and ET cap areas using light purple cross-hatching.  It is, therefore, somewhat misleading that Drawings 2-1 through 2-11 use green lines to show the extent of proposed capping.  The drawings should use consistent coloring to clearly show where ET caps will be placed, and where gamma caps will be placed.  Drawing G-5 should also be revised to show ET cap placement using consistently-colored (i.e., light purple) cross-hatching.





3. Designed Slopes for ET and Gamma Caps





[bookmark: _GoBack]Section 4.2.1 indicates that the design includes a minimum slope of 3% on areas receiving ET covers to promote drainage, and a maximum slope of 4:1 on areas receiving gamma and ET caps to reduce the potential for erosion and need for long-term maintenance.  The Pre-Final RDR does not suggest that these design parameters are approximate.  However, cap cross-section and elevation diagrams provided in Drawings 2-12 through 2-27 show that these design criteria are not consistently being followed.  The revised Pre-Final RDR should amend the design plans to follow the stipulated minimum and maximum slopes, or provide justification as to why the stated criteria no longer need to be met, and identify the specific areas where the design change is proposed.  The impact of these deviations on necessary soil volumes, stormwater drainage, and erosion rates should also be discussed. 





B. Comments on the Draft Remedial Action Work Plan Report





An updated project schedule should be provided to reflect soil remedy activities conducted at the site since January 2015.





C. Comments on the Revised Performance Standards Verification Plan





1. Undocumented Locations of Elemental Phosphorus





According to Section 3 of the Performance Standards Verification Plan (PSVP) and Section 3.1 of the Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan, performance monitoring requirements for ET caps differ based on whether they are situated over areas where P4 is present or suspected, and non-P4 areas.  During initial grading efforts at the site, P4 has been detected on a much wider scale than anticipated (including in areas previously designated as non-P4 areas).  Consequently, it is important that FMC provide additional discussion as how the “non-P4 areas” will be credibly and definitively confirmed.  In addition, Figure 3 of the PSVP should be updated to reflect additional locations where undocumented P4 has been encountered since January 2015.  





2. Gas Monitoring and Conceptual Model





The conceptual model for phosphine (PH3) gas in capped areas (e.g., PSVP Section 3.1.2.1) should be re-examined in light of the frequency of P4 discovery outside areas identified for P4 remediation.  The monitoring strategy now applies only to “CERCLA areas with ET caps over areas known or suspected of containing P4.”  According to Section 3.1.2.2 of the OM&M Plan, phosphine monitoring will be performed “only at ET caps that cover areas of known or suspected P4”.  However, as stated in the previous comment, preliminary grading suggests that P4 could be much more widespread than anticipated, including in CERCLA areas not considered for ET caps.  The OM&M Plan and PSVP should address actions that are appropriate for these areas given recent experience with P4.  Actions considered should include ambient air monitoring in CERCLA areas not considered for ET caps.  Additionally, the conceptual model for fate and transport of gases should not be limited to ET-capped CERCLA areas with P4.  The compacted nature of the gamma caps could have the same effect of limiting oxidation as with ET caps.  Consideration should be given to the potential for PH3 formation under gamma caps as well as ET caps.





3. Action Triggers





NOTE:  It appears that the DQOs, trigger levels, and other proposed operations and maintenance related items were taken from the RCRA Pond Post-Closure Plan (FMC, 2011).  While there are many advantages in trying to maintain some consistency between cap long-term monitoring plans, one needs to consider the design and function of the cap when developing these plans.  While the RCRA caps utilized qualitative trigger levels and permitted a certain level of erosion prior to initiating any action, those caps have a much different design and function which allow them to maintain protectiveness even if they incur a fair amount of erosion.  In the case of the gamma cap in particular, the currently proposed cap thickness does not offer the buffer to justify the same trigger levels and monitoring.  Many of the comments in this section were generated as a result of this.





The discussion of action triggers should be revised as follows:





a. Tables 1 through 3 in the PSVP list inspection criteria for the ET and gamma caps, along with conditions that would trigger maintenance and/or repairs.  Table 4 lists triggers for the stormwater runoff management system.  However, as discussed in comments on the OM&M Plan, the triggers are subjective and frequently refer to “excessive” damage.  The tables and associated text should include quantitative tolerance limits for all inspection elements.  For example, Table 1 includes an appropriately specific trigger for topsoil evaluation (e.g., loss of topsoil depth of greater than two inches less than the installed thickness at 50% of the evaluated locations).  However, this trigger should be expanded to include both evaluation of the topsoil layer (to identify any additional measures that could be implemented to slow erosion) and replacement and reseeding of the topsoil.  Stating that the eroded topsoil will be replaced “if warranted” provides insufficient direction to maintenance staff and assurance to stakeholders that the ET cap will be adequately maintained.  Revise the PSVP for greater specificity with regard to all action triggers.





b. Expand the first bullet in Section 3.1.1.1 to include a description and/or specifications for topsoil depth indicators.  





c. Expand Section 3.1.1.2 of the PSVP to clarify how storm event inspections will be performed before cap vegetation has been adequately established and topsoil is permanently stabilized.  Specific trigger criteria should also be noted for this scenario.  This same clarification should be made to Section 3.1.1.3 of the OM&M Plan.





d. The first bullet in Section 3.1.1.3 discusses the means by which cap vegetation will be evaluated.  Specifically, the PSVP counting the number of viable plants in ten representative nine square foot plots to determine plant density.  If more than one third of the plots have a plant density of 0.5 plants per square foot, reseeding of the cap area will be required.  However, plants can vary widely in size and, thereby, affect coverage within the section.  Instead, the survey should be based on a percent plant coverage in each of the nine square foot plots.  Moreover, plots with less than 70% vegetative cover should be deemed to have failed the plant density test.  Reseeding should then be triggered when more than one third of the sampled plots fail the plant density test.  Revise Section 3.1.1.3, Table 1, and Table 2 of the PSVP accordingly.  The same modifications should be made in Section 3.1.1.1 of the OM&M Plan and Section 2.1.1 of the QAPP.





e. There is inconsistency between text and tables in the PSVP, the OM&M Plan, the Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP), and the Field Sampling Plan (FSP) with regard to the allowable extent of topsoil erosion on the ET caps.  In the tables, these plans require evaluation of the topsoil layer if a soil loss of two inches is noted at 50% of measurement points.  However, the text indicates that evaluation (and potential replacement) will only occur after erosion of five inches of topsoil at 50% of the depth indicators.  Because the topsoil layer is only six inches thick in design, and because loss of the uppermost five inches could significantly impair growth of healthy vegetation on the cap surface, the plans should be revised to consistently use two inches as the topsoil erosion trigger.





4. Soil Gas Probes





Section 3.1.2.1 of the PSVP refers to placement and monitoring of soil gas probes within the capillary break layer of the ET cap within areas containing or suspected to contain P4.  The proposed locations and specifications of this design feature should be included on the engineering diagrams submitted as part of the Pre-Final RDR. 





D. Comments on the Operations, Monitoring, and Maintenance (OM&M) Plan





1. OM&M Cap Inspections





The nature of cap inspections (i.e., qualitative versus quantitative) should be consistent with whether the remedy incorporates substantial additional protection.  The qualitative evaluations described in Section 3.2.1 of the OM&M Plan may be appropriate where substantial buffer is incorporated into the remedy.  If there is no protective layer over the gamma cap however, any erosion of or damage to the surface of the gamma cap could compromise the remedy and would require immediate repair and quantitative verification.  At this site, either cap monitoring should be performed on a rigorous quantitative basis with a 12-inch cap, or a substantial protective cap layer should be included to allow for qualitative cap monitoring.





2. Stormwater Monitoring





The OM&M Plan should incorporate provisions for monitoring of sediment in the detention basis for site-specific constituents of concern (COCs).  Section 3.3.1.1 of the OM&M Plan states that “no routine sampling, measurement, or analysis” will be performed.  Expand the Plan accordingly.





3. Figure 3-2, CERCLA PH3 Sampling Approach Flow Chart





The third blue diamond should have an arrow on the right indicating that, if the PH3 level is below 0.05 parts per million (ppm), the results will be reported as in the previous two diamonds.





E. Comments on the Quality Assurance Project Plan (Appendix A to the OM&M Plan)





1. Data Quality Objectives for Cap Thickness





Proposed data quality objectives (DQOs) for both the ET and gamma caps allow for the caps to settle and erode to thicknesses below their minimum design thickness.  The DQOs should be rewritten and the OM&M Plan should be revised to describe how the caps will be maintained at their minimum design thickness.  As stated previously, one potential way to address this is to increase the thickness of the topsoil layer on both caps so that inspection and repair efforts are minimized and the minimum design thickness of the caps can be maintained at all times.





2. Tables 1.1 and 1.2, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Stormwater Erosion/Damage Monitoring 





The decision rule is subjective and there are no tolerance limits defined that state quantitatively what the Decision Rule is or what the trigger level is for action.  This could be mitigated by removing the word “excessive” from the decision rule.  With respect to stormwater erosion, the cap should be maintained at a thickness meeting or exceeding the design thickness at all times regardless of how the cap was damaged or eroded.  The DQO should be rewritten to address this.  





3. Tables 1.1 and 1.2, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Topsoil Depth Monitoring 





With respect to cap thickness and topsoil depth, the cap should be maintained at a thickness meeting or exceeding the design thickness at all times.  The proposed DQO allows for the cap thickness to erode more than 15% over up to half the surface area of the cap before any action is taken.  The DQO should be rewritten in order to address this.





4. Table 1.1, CERCLA OM&M Plan Data Quality Objectives, Rodent/Insect Monitoring 





The decision rule is subjective and there are no tolerance limits defined that quantitatively state what the Decision Rule is or what the trigger level is for action.  This could be mitigated by removing the word “excessive” from the decision rule.  





F. Comments on the Draft Institutional Control Implementation and Assurance Plan (ICIAP)





NOTE:  Comments on the Draft ICIAP will be provided under separate cover on a yet to be determined date.





G. Comment on the Revised Dust Control and Air Monitoring Plan (DCAMP)





This needs to be revised to be consistent with the EPA-approved DCAMP of March 2015.  Also, the DCAMP describes grading phase work and now needs to include sections related to soil cap construction such as soil excavation, soil transport, soil placement, and dust prevention/suppression on capped areas while vegetation is being established.
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